Aristotle’s Horon is “God” and “Program”: Formula, Demonstration, Generation 


The Therapeutae worship ‘Being’ (Tò öv) and several other hypostases of God which may also 
be understood through this Stoic explanation of God as ‘Horon’. Philo Judaeus has four stages: 
Being (1), Logos (2), Archetype/Paradigm/Formula/Definition (3) and Cosmic Reality (4). By yet 
another Philonic trope, Logos/Kronos is expressed as “the Father of Time’s Father” with three 
iterations of Kronos (1), Kronos-of-Divine Reality/Noetic Paradigm (2) and Cosmic Kronos (3). 
Therefore, we perceive Logos is the First Son and ‘Horon’ is his Divine Program (i.e. Definition/ 
Formula) or Theoretical Course of Action. Archetype (= Horon) equals a Master Plan, though 
Divine Form may only be conceived by Analogy: Demonstration will be Proof of the Theorem, 
and Generation is its Replication (or Evolution?) at the Cosmic level, and so forth. 


In AA terms, ‘Horon’ will be: the Plan (AA [1939]: pp.1,8,87,99,202,214,313,314,321 361 202,214,295; 
Design: pp.25,38,95; Course: pp.66,76,79,94,99, 157,294,295; Program: pp.19,29,53,54,70,71,84,85, 
97,106,108,112,130,140,144,161,393. Formula, p.310; Define, p.58: “it was impossible for any of us to 
fully define or comprehend that Power, which is God.” 


For an excellent description of Aristoteles’ metaphysical Horos, or AA’s Great Reality, see Eric 
Schumacher, Aristotle on the Nature of Analogy [2018], p.101: 


“the revelation of Logos occurs through its own demonstration and generation. Support for the unavoidable 
nature of Logos here may be the fact that Aristotle offers, as one of the three principles of the becoming Being, 
“Logos” for that which claims the “Formula” of the becoming Being. That is, an immediate confrontation with the 
Being always takes place according to Logos; all confrontation is the confrontation with the Being as 
addressable. 

‘Actuality’ can be said to refer to the presentation of the Being qua Logos. As our study has discussed 
thus far, potentiality (which now must always be read as a double directional potentiality) must be articulated 
differently due to the silence of sferésis. So, it is only by way of analogia (the speakability that entails silence) 
that potentiality can be spoken. Aristotle writes: 


Now actuality is the existence of a thing, not in the way in which we say something exists potentially. For 
example, we say that Hermes is potentially in the wood and that the half-line is in the whole line, in view of the 
fact that in each case what exists potentially can be separated from the whole; and we say that the man is the 
scientist even if he is not in the process of investigating something, provided that he is capable of doing this; 
but Hermes and the line when separated, and the scientist in the process of investigation, these exist in 
actuality. What we mean is clear by induction from individual cases, and we should not seek 

ane but should also perceive an object by means of analogy. (Metaphysics, Book Theta, 1048a 32- 
1048b7). 


H.G. Apostle notes {Metaphysics [1979], 
p.460} that Horos and Logos (when used as ‘Definition’ or ‘Formula’) “seem to be used synonymously.” This is 
important for the understanding of this passage. We can re-read this line as saying that we should not base our 
perceptions on Logos alone. Being qua Logos may offer perception an immediate import; however, there is 
more to the confrontation than what is given by the presentation of Logos. There is more entailed in the 
confrontation than Logos can directly articulate. Aristotle seems to be telling us that there is something beyond 
the instant offering of Logos — which means more original and radical than what Logos directly speaks — that 
must be considered while claiming the Being. This ‘beyond’ Logos is articulated by way of analogy.” 


Canaanite Horon was identified as Horus-of-the-Horizon (Ra-Harmakhis/Har-em-akhet) by 675 
BC, not merely a ‘typical Sky-God’ but as the Boundary between Heaven and Earth (i.e. Divine 
Reality and Cosmic Reality): the Horos. Gnostic symbolism preserved this Egyptian concept in 
the Ouroboros from at least 1375 BC, so the abstraction was ancient; Greek philosophers had 
adopted and adapted this idea by c.350 BC. Precisely when the Horos became ‘Chaldaean’ we 
may assume well before 600 BC, and they might be the originators. Aristotle’s later Horos was 
almost certainly mediated by Jewish (or Proto-Jewish) teachers, and Philo’s Therapeutae (1st 
C. AD) retained something of a far more ancient Phoenician Horon cult. If Semitic/Phoenician 
Horon should be the true source, the concept reaches back to c.1900 BC. This underscores the 
fact that our Anonymous Authors researched a pre-Christian ‘Hermetic’ idea older than Judaism 
but may rightly be called, in the First C. AD, a Judeo-Egyptian theosophy. Hauron was the God; 
Horon was also the God’s Plan. 


